
 1 

Title: BODY SURFACE GASTRIC MAPPING DELINEATES SPECIFIC PATIENT PHENOTYPES IN 
ADOLESCENTS WITH FUNCTIONAL DYSPEPSIA AND GASTROPARESIS 
 
Authors 
Gayl Humphrey (MSocSc (Hons)1 

Celia Keane (PhD)1 

Gabriel Schamberg (PhD)1,2 

Alain Benitez (MD)3,4  
Stefan Calder (PhD)1,2 

Binghong, Xu (MD)3  
Chris�an Sadaka (MD)3  
Christopher N. Andrews (MD)5  
Greg O’Grady (FRACS)1,2   
Armen Gharibans (PhD)1,2,4  
Hayat Mousa (MD)3.4 

 

1 Department of Surgery, Faculty of Medical and Health Sciences, The University of Auckland, 
New Zealand 
2 Alimetry Ltd., Auckland, New Zealand  

3 Division of Gastroenterology, The Children's Hospital of Philadelphia, Pennsylvania, USA 
4 Perelman School of Medicine, University of Pennsylvania, Pennsylvania, USA 
5 The Division of Gastroenterology, Cumming School of Medicine, University of Calgary, 

Canada 
 
Corresponding Authors:  
Professor Hayat Mousa, Division of Gastroenterology, The Children's Hospital of 
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania, USA  mousah@chop.edu 
Gayl Humphrey, Faculty of Medical and Health Science, University of Auckland, New Zealand, 
g.humphrey@auckland.ac.nz 
 
Conflict of Interest:  
GOG and AG hold grants and intellectual property in gastrointes�nal electrophysiology.  GS, 
SC, GOG, AG, and CNA are Alimetry's shareholders and employees. GOG is a Director at The 
Insides Company.  The remaining authors have no conflicts of interest to declare. 
 
Funding 
This research has been supported by the New Zealand Health Research Council and the 
Children's Hospital of Philadelphia.  
 
Availability of Data 
Data sharing and data use are governed by the Aotearoa | New Zealand Health and 
Disability Ethics Commitee.  The majority of the data is available in the manuscript; 
however, all requests for addi�onal data can be made to the corresponding author.  
Requests will be granted if the proposed use aligns with the ethical approval for the study 
and relevant ethical approvals have been obtained, including approval from a New Zealand 
Ethical Commitee and Children’s Hospital of Philadelphia IRB.    
 

 . CC-BY-ND 4.0 International licenseIt is made available under a 
 is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity. (which was not certified by peer review)

The copyright holder for this preprint this version posted May 14, 2024. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.05.13.24307307doi: medRxiv preprint 

NOTE: This preprint reports new research that has not been certified by peer review and should not be used to guide clinical practice.

mailto:mousah@chop.edu
mailto:g.humphrey@auckland.ac.nz
https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.05.13.24307307
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nd/4.0/


 2 

KEY POINTS 

QUESTION 

Can body surface gastric mapping improve phenotyping for pa�ents with func�onal 

dyspepsia and gastroparesis diagnoses? 

 

FINDINGS 

Adolescent FD and gastroparesis pa�ents defined by gastric emptying test and Rome IV were 

indis�nguishable by symptoms, quality of life and health psychology.  In contrast, BSGM 

differen�ated FD and gastroparesis pa�ents into three dis�nct phenotypes with meaningful 

clinical differences.   

 

MEANING 

BSGM improves pa�ent differen�a�on by iden�fying discrete subgroups of pa�ents with 

specific dysmo�lity profiles and superior symptom and biopsychosocial correla�ons. These 

subgroups have implica�ons for diagnoses and tailoring of treatment and management 

decisions.   
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ABSTRACT  

 
Importance: 

Persistent upper gastroduodenal symptoms, such as nausea, vomi�ng, bloa�ng, and 

abdominal pain, are widespread among pediatric pa�ents.  Mul�ple overlapping symptoms 

complicate the diagnos�c process, necessita�ng the development of novel gastric func�on 

tests with ac�onable biomarkers.  Body Surface Gastric Mapping (BSGM) has emerged as a 

promising diagnos�c tool for gastroduodenal disorders, and this is the first detailed 

evalua�on in adolescents.  

Objec�ve: 

This study aimed to assess the u�lity of BSGM in delinea�ng specific pa�ent phenotypes 

among adolescents with func�onal dyspepsia (FD) and gastroparesis in order to guide 

clinical decision-making. 

Design:  

A prospec�ve cross-sec�onal study recruited adolescents aged 12 to 21 between 2022 and 

2024. 

Se�ng: 

Controls were recruited from New Zealand (controls) and Pa�ents from the Children's 

Hospital of Philadelphia, USA.   

Par�cipants:   

Prospec�vely recruited par�cipants included controls without gastroduodenal symptoms or 

mo�lity-related medica�on usage and pa�ents diagnosed with either gastroparesis (delayed 

gastric emptying test (GET)) or FD according to ROME IV criteria and a normal GET. 
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Procedures: 

BSGM was performed using a standardized protocol, including simultaneous symptom 

repor�ng and the comple�on of validated symptom, psychometric and physical health 

ques�onnaires.  

Main Outcome: 

The primary outcome was to evaluate if BSGM could delineate specific pa�ent phenotypes 

and provide clinically meaningful dis�nc�ons between gastroparesis and FD diagnoses, 

u�lizing BSGM spectral outcome data. 

Results: 

Fi�y-six subjects were recruited (31 controls, 25 pa�ents); median age 16; 96% of pa�ents 

were female.  Control data showed that adult reference intervals provided an acceptable 

interpreta�on framework.  Pa�ents with FD (n=10) and gastroparesis (n=15) had common 

symptoms, mental health, quality of life and func�onal disability (all p>0.05).  Three dis�nct 

BSGM phenotypes were iden�fied: BSGM Normal (n=10), BSGM Delay (n=8), and Low 

Stability/Low Amplitude (n=7), having spectral differences in BMI-Adjusted Amplitude 34.6 

vs 39.1 vs 19.9 (p=.01) and Gastric Alimetry Rhythm Index: 0.45 vs 0.45 vs 0.19 (p=.003).  

BSGM phenotypes demonstrated differences in symptoms (nausea p=0.04), physical health 

(p=.04) and psychometrics (anxiety p=.03).   

Conclusion and Relevance: 

Adolescent pa�ents with FD and gastroparesis have overlapping clinical profiles, making 

individualized treatment challenging.  Conversely, employing BSGM to categorize pa�ents 

into dis�nct phenotypes revealed clinically relevant differences, offering poten�al avenues 

for individualized therapeu�c pathways.  
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Abbrevia�ons 

BSGM (body surface gastric mapping), FD (func�onal dyspepsia), ff-AR (fed to fasted 

amplitude ra�o), GET (gastric emptying test), GA-RI (Gastric Alimetry Rhythm Index), FD-PDS 

(func�onal dyspepsia postprandial distress syndrome subgroup), FD-EPS (func�onal 

dyspepsia epigastric pain syndrome subgroup) 
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Introduc�on 

Persistent upper gastroduodenal symptoms such as nausea, vomi�ng, bloa�ng and 

abdominal pain are prevalent in the pediatric popula�on,1  impac�ng quality of life and 

leading to frequent healthcare presenta�ons.2, 3  The Rome IV pediatric criteria provide a 

diagnos�c framework to support a posi�ve diagnos�c approach;4 however, overlapping 

symptoms and diagnos�c criteria con�nue to pose challenges to personalized treatment.5    

 

Per Rome IV, FD is subclassified into postprandial distress syndrome (PDS) and epigastric 

pain syndrome (EPS), which is not explicitly related to food intake.4 However, approximately 

35% of FD pa�ents experience both PDS and EPS.6 Pa�ents with gastroparesis also 

commonly report epigastric pain and postprandial distress, in addi�on to nausea and 

vomi�ng, while demonstra�ng delayed gastric emptying.7 However, up to 25% of pa�ents 

with FD also show delayed emptying, underscoring an overlapping pathophysiology.8 Gastric 

emptying as a diagnos�c standard has also been challenged due to ques�ons regarding 

reproducibility9 and symptom correla�ons.10, 11 New gastric tests providing ac�onable 

biomarkers are needed to beter discriminate disease pathophysiology to inform care. 

 

Body Surface Gastric Mapping (BSGM) (Gastric Alimetry™, Alimetry, New Zealand) is a new 

diagnos�c test involving high-resolu�on electrophysiology coupled with simultaneous 

symptom profiling. Several studies applying BSGM in adults have demonstrated the 

capability to phenotype specific disease subgroups in gastroduodenal disorders.12, 13 A 

recent study also demonstrated that using BSGM phenotypes in clinical prac�ce aided 

decision-making and reduced healthcare costs.14 In addition, in a large head-to-head study, 
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BSGM demonstrated a higher yield for gastric mo�lity abnormali�es than gastric emptying 

tes�ng (GET) alone, with improved correla�ons to symptoms and psychometrics.9 

Feasibility studies using BSGM in pediatrics have been presented in abstract form, 

sugges�ng that BSGM is acceptable, feasible, and safe for children as young as five.15, 16  This 

study is the first detailed report on using BSGM with a pediatric popula�on, focusing on 

adolescents. The aims were to define whether BSGM can delineate specific pa�ent 

subgroups within FD and gastroparesis and to compare symptoms, health psychology, and 

quality of life across these subgroups. 

 

Methods 

This was a pragma�c cross-sec�onal study, with a sample size es�mated at  a minimum of 50 

subjects from recent feasibility studies in pediatric popula�ons.15, 16 The study is reported in 

accordance with the STROBE guidelines.17  

Population 

Adolescent par�cipants were recruited from Auckland, New Zealand (controls) and the 

Children's Hospital of Philadelphia, USA (pa�ents). Ethics was approved by the relevant 

ins�tu�onal review boards, and all par�cipants provided informed consent.  Healthy controls 

were recruited through local adver�sing and pa�ent par�cipants through clinical referrals. 

Eligibility criteria were that participants were aged between 12-21 years, had a body mass 

index (BMI) <35kg/m2 and had no history of gastric surgery other than percutaneous enteric 

gastrostomy tube inser�on (allowed for pa�ents).    Pa�ent eligibility also included FD 

(confirmed by Rome IV and a normal GET) or a clinical diagnosis of gastroparesis (confirmed 

by a delayed GET).  All GET were undertaken within 24 months of the BSGM test. 
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Procedures 

Par�cipant demographics, anthropometric measures, and clinical data, including GET 

outcomes, were obtained.  A delayed GET confirmed gastroparesis and Rome IV criteria, and 

a normal GET confirmed FD.18, 19 All participants completed age-appropriate validated 

questionnaires for gastroduodenal symptoms, functional disability, mental wellbeing and 

quality of life on the day of the test.   

 

Figure 1 presents the standardized BSGM protocol using the Gastric Alimetry system (details 

previously published),20 screenshots of the symptom-logging app and an example of the 

array on an adolescent abdomen. The standard test protocol involved gentle skin exfoliation 

with an electrolyte gel, a 30-minute fasting baseline, a standardized meal (68 g Clif® bar; 

250kCal with 45g carbohydrate, 9g protein, 5g fat, 4g fibre) and 200mls of water, consumed 

over 10 minutes, followed by a 4-hr postprandial recording. Simultaneously, all participants 

reported their symptoms on the Gastric Alimetry App using an 11-point Likert scale of 

0=’none’ to 10='worst symptom imaginable' and reported episodic symptoms (belching, 

reflux, vomiting) at a minimum of 15-minute intervals. The total symptom burden score and 

individual symptom scores were calculated and averaged.21  

 

BSGM spectral metrics are reported as Principal Gastric Frequency (PGF), BMI-Adjusted 

Amplitude, Gastric Alimetry Rhythm Index (GA-RI) and fed-fasted Amplitude Ra�o (ff-AR) (for 

technical details refer to 20, 22).  In the absence of validated pediatric normative reference 

intervals, abnormalities were defined using adult reference intervals and visual assessment 

of the spectral plots.12, 20 Addi�onally, the adolescent control data generated in this study 

were compared to adult norma�ve ranges to ensure that these provided an acceptable 
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provisional interpreta�ve framework. Patients were then phenotyped a priori according to 

abnormalities in the BSGM metrics, symptoms, and meal response pattern based on 

previous approaches used in adults.13   

 

Analysis 

Sta�s�cal analyses were performed using SPSS version 29.0 (IBM Corpora�on, Armonk, NY).  

Variables were summarised with descrip�ve sta�s�cs, normality was assessed, and data 

expressed as mean with standard devia�on (SD) or median and interquar�le range (IQR).  

Sta�s�cal comparisons were performed between study groups using Student's t-test, 

Pearson's chi-squared tests, Mann-Whitney U, Kruskal-Wallis, or Fisher's exact tests as 

appropriate. Pearson's correla�on coefficient and Spearman's correla�on were also applied 

as appropriate to data type. 

 

Results 

56 subjects comprising 31 healthy controls and 25 pa�ents were recruited; median age 16 

years (range 12-20); 80% were female and 74% Caucasian (eTable 1). Mean BMI was not 

different between the groups. Summary pa�ent and control data for total symptom burden 

score, quality of life and mental wellbeing are presented in eTable 2 and are similar to that 

reported in other interna�onal studies.  

 

The previously developed adult reference intervals20, 22 were compared to 31 healthy control 

adolescents aged 12-18 years to verify the acceptability of their use in adolescents. The main 

difference was that pediatric controls showed a modestly lower median GA-RI than adults 

(0.35 (0.22-0.43) versus 0.50 (0.39-0.64), p<0.001; eTable3).  However, as this study's aim is 
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to detect group-level dis�nc�ons, the overall similarity between pediatric and adult controls 

provided confidence that applying the adult reference intervals could discern phenotypes 

and meaningful group-level differences within the pediatric pa�ent cohort. 

 

Gastroparesis vs Func�onal Dyspepsia 

All 25 subjects underwent GET, with 15 having gastroparesis and 10 having normal GET 

(defined as FD, PDS n=5, or EPS n=5 as per Rome IV). There were no significant differences in 

total symptom burden, individual symptoms during the test, clinical symptoms, quality of 

life, functional disability, or mental wellbeing between patients with gastroparesis or FD. 

Likewise, BSGM metrics were not significantly different between gastroparesis or FD patient 

groups (see Table 1).  We also found no significant differences when subgrouping FD into 

EPS (PGF (mean 2.84 ± .17 vs 3.01 ± 1.6; p=0.7); BMI-Adjusted Amplitude (27.3 ±6.9 vs 31.2 

± 9.2; p=0.4); GA-RI 0.30 ± .18 vs 0.38 ± .28; p=0.3), or ff-AR (1.5 ± .37 v 1.4 ±.94; p=0.6).   

Figure 2 presents the averaged spectral and symptom burden plots derived from the Gastric 

Alimetry test for controls and patients with FD and gastroparesis.  

Gastroparesis and FD subjects were, therefore, clinically indis�nguishable across symptom 

severity, func�onal disability, psychometric profiles, and BSGM spectral metrics.    

 

BSGM: Phenotype Subgroups Analysis 

The 25 pa�ents were defined and categorized a priori into three dis�nct phenotypes 

according to their spectral metrics and symptom profiles, regardless of FD or gastroparesis 

status, as follows: 

• BSGM Normal (n=10): indis�nguishable spectral metrics to healthy controls  
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• BSGM Delayed (n= 8): delay in onset of gastric ac�vity postprandially defined by meal 

response ra�o <1 (ra�o of amplitude in the first 2 hours postprandially to the last 2 

hours). 

• BSGM Low Stability/Low Amplitude (n=7): have a GA-RI <0.25 and/or BMI-Adjusted 

amplitude <22µv 

 

There were no differences in age, BMI, or test quality measures between phenotypes (eTable 

4).  BSGM metrics, symptoms, and ques�onnaire scores are provided in Table 2.  The 

phenotyped BSGM groups demonstrated significant differences in psychology and physical 

health metrics, including anxiety scores, which were worse for the Low Stability / Low 

Amplitude phenotype (59.5 (51.8-61.8) than BSGM Delayed (57.4 (47.5-59.5) and BSGM 

Normal (43.5 (36.8-47.2), p=0.03). A similar patern emerged with Func�onal Disability scores, 

with Low Stability / Low Amplitude phenotype repor�ng a higher impact on func�onal ability 

(21.5 (8.4-26.5) than BSGM Delayed 18.5 (2.3-36.8) and BSGM Normal (12.5 (3.0-24), p=0.04).  

This patern was repeated in abdominal pain severity index scores (20.0 (11.3-27.3) vs 21.0 

(6.25-29.5) vs 28.2 (3.75-33.0), p=.06), and quality of life  (63.5 (45.3-85.7) vs 59.5 (50.7-75.5) 

vs 57.5 (46.3-76.3), p=0.06), although not reaching sta�s�cal significance.   

 

Within-test symptom comparisons between the phenotyped groups found that nausea was 

highest in the Low Stability/Low Amplitude group (5.5 vs BSGM Delayed 3.5 vs BSGM Normal 

1.4, p=0.04). The total symptom burden score was also higher in the Low Stability/Low 

Amplitude group (33.2 (17.1-38.7) vs BSGM Delayed 25.1 (10.5-27.5) and BSGM Normal 18.3 

(5-7-27.9), although not reaching sta�s�cal significance: p=0.08).  Pairwise analyses showed 
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higher symptom severity in the Low Stability/Low Amplitude group compared to BSGM 

Normal for nausea (5.5 (4.8-9.1) vs 1.4 (.07-4.1), p=0.04), upper gut pain (4.9 (1.6-5.7) vs 

1.35 (0.0-3.7), p=0.03) and bloa�ng (4.0 (.4-7.1) vs 1.9 (.37-2.8), p=0.04). The remaining 

symptoms did not differ between groups; however, there are visible differences in the 

symptom curves for each symptom by phenotype (eFigure 1). 

 

Figure 3 A-C displays the average spectral and symptom data for each BSGM phenotype. 

BSGM Normal (Figure 3A) showed a high symptom burden that was present pre-prandially 

and con�nued post-prandially, being moderately meal-responsive and with no correla�on 

between the gastric amplitude and symptom curves (Spearman's correla�on r=0.11 p=0.7 

(95%CI -0.53-0.7)). BSGM Delayed (Figure 3B) showed an increase in symptoms 

postprandially, which decreased as gastric amplitude increased (Spearman's correla�on r= -

0.26, p=.06, 95%CI -0.18–0.54). The Low Stability/Low Amplitude phenotype (Figure 3C) 

showed a rela�vely high symptom burden pre-prandially, which remained con�nuous 

throughout the test (total symptom burden score 33.2) and with symptom curves 

uncorrelated with gastric amplitude (Spearman's correla�on r=0.21, p=0.65 (95%CI -0.78-

0.55).  

 

There was no rela�onship between the clinical diagnoses of FD and gastroparesis and the 

physiological phenotypes revealed by BSGM, as demonstrated by the Sankey Plot in 

Figure 3D.   
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Discussion 

This study applied a new BSGM technique (Gastric Alimetry) in an adolescent popula�on in 

order to determine whether meaningful new pediatric disease groupings could be 

delineated in FD and gastroparesis. The results demonstrated that FD and gastroparesis 

pa�ents could not be separated by their symptoms, quality of life, func�onal disability 

scores, health psychology metrics, or BSGM metrics.  In contrast, three dis�nct BSGM 

phenotypes emerged from the spectral analysis, showing meaningful clinical differences 

across most of these domains. The clinical diagnosis of FD or gastroparesis showed no 

rela�onship to the three BSGM phenotypes, indica�ng that they poten�ally cons�tute novel 

disease categories. 

 

Our findings, supported by other research, found substan�al overlap between FD and 

gastroparesis regarding symptom paterns, quality of life, and mental wellbeing.10, 23 The 

overlap between FD and gastroparesis poses difficul�es to personalised care, par�cularly for 

predic�ng pa�ent responses to management op�ons. Consequently, there is an element of 

trial and error to current clinical decisions and pa�ent care pathways,24, 25  which appears 

unavoidable without improved diagnos�c tools to provide improved clinical biomarkers. 

BSGM introduces objec�ve phenotyping and symptom profiling and thus offers an alternate 

approach or a secondary diagnos�c layer to GET.9, 12, 26 

 

A known weakness of GET is that it does not dependably capture neuromuscular 

pathologies, such as injury to the inters��al cell of Cajal (ICC) networks, which can lead to 

dysrythmic gastric myoelectrical ac�vity.27 A primary mo�va�on for developing BSGM was 

to resolve this gap by introducing a test more specific for neuromuscular disorders, 
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considered to be characterized here by the Low GA-RI / Low amplitude phenotype.12, 28 In 

this study on adolescents, this phenotype was iden�fied in both gastroparesis and FD 

subjects and was notable for its more severe symptoms (par�cularly nausea), poorer health 

psychology, physical health and lower quality of life. These factors indicate that this 

phenotype likely dis�nguishes a more severely affected subset of pediatric pa�ents 

requiring more intensive management approaches. 

 

Pa�ents with high symptom burden, unrelated to gastric amplitude, plausibly indicate a gut-

brain axis rela�onship (BSGM Normal phenotype).29 In adults, research has found that 

pa�ents in this category o�en experience higher psychological comorbidi�es;24, 30-32  

however, in our adolescent study, anxiety and depression scores in this group were similar 

to the popula�on average, indica�ng that other factors should also be considered.33,34 

Pa�ents with the BSGM Delayed group cons�tute a new category, with a temporal 

disconnect between the meal challenge and subsequent meal response (amplitude 

increase), with symptoms occurring predominantly during the lag phase. This group may 

indicate an underlying disordered accommoda�on disorder, of which a lag in emptying is a 

feature, or could be demonstra�ng generalised transient gastric hypomo�lity.35-37 The 

finding that seven pa�ents diagnosed with gastroparesis had a normal spectral outcome 

(BSGM Normal phenotype) is significant and could indicate a focus on alterna�ve 

pathophysiologies, including pyloric resistance.38   

 

This study also included the recruitment of the first cohort of adolescent healthy control 

subjects. This data was applied to compare adolescent and adult control data from a 

separate study,20 demonstra�ng that adult reference intervals can provide an acceptable 
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provisional BSGM interpreta�on framework. While this qualifying step enabled the 

delinea�on of the first pediatric spectral groupings, in future we recommend that age-

specific pediatric reference intervals be priori�sed. This need is supported by a modestly 

reduced GA-RI metric and visibly shorter meal response dura�on evident in adolescent 

controls in this first study, which may be accentuated when smaller meals are employed in 

pediatric popula�ons.39  

 

Several limita�ons are acknowledged.  While our sample size was sufficient for delinea�ng 

novel pediatric disorder subgroups, further studies with larger pa�ent groups are now 

desirable to confirm and expand the outcomes reported here. This study focused on FD 

confirmed by Rome IV, and a normal gastric emptying scin�graphy, and gastroparesis 

pa�ents only. Given the prevalence of common paediatric DGBI condi�ons such as 

func�onal abdominal pain, chronic nausea and vomi�ng,1 expanding BSGM research into 

more condi�ons is important. In addi�on, studies linking the newly defined subgroups to 

therapeu�c outcomes comprise a cri�cal next step to further defining their clinical 

importance. The limited male representa�on in the pa�ent group is unsurprising as the 

prevalence of these disorders are higher in females.40-42  

 

In conclusion, this first study of BSGM in a pediatric popula�on has iden�fied novel 

subgroups in adolescents with chronic gastroduodenal symptoms. These groups showed 

meaningful clinical differences, which were absent when comparing FD and gastroparesis.  

These findings indicate that BSGM can provide valuable data to classify disease phenotypes 

within these complex condi�ons, which could support differen�al treatment approaches, 

follow-ups, and monitoring.    
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Figure 1 A. Standardized BSGM study protocol, B  screenshots of the Alimetry Symptom-
Logging App; i. the symptom repor�ng dashboard,  ii. the symptoms explained, and iii. the 
upper gut pain symptom displayed, and C. the electrode dense hydrogel array placed on a 
male aged 13 years. 
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Table 1. BSGM within-test total symptom burden and individual symptom scores; clinical 
symptoms, Quality of Life, Functional Disability, and Mental Wellbeing questionnaire 
outcomes and BSGM spectral metric outcomes for Functional Dyspepsia and Gastroparesis 
Patients 

    
Functional 
Dyspepsia Gastroparesis  

VARIABLES (median (IQR) n=10 n=15 P value 

Within-Test Symptoms    

Total Symptom Burden Score 27.50 (15.7-33.2) 22.8 (5.0-39.4) .95 

In
di

vi
du

al
 S

ym
pt

om
s  Early Satiety  5 (1.0-7.0) 4.1 (3-6) .48 

Excessively Full 2.7 (2.4-6.5) 1.3 (.1-5.8) .80 
Bloating 3.5 (1.8-4) 1.8 (.5-4.9) .55 
Heartburn 0.5 (0.0-2.0) 0.5 (0.0-4.1) .34 
Nausea 3.6  (2.3-5.9) 4.5  (.3-7.1) .79 
Upper Gut Pain 4.3 (2.0-5.2) 2.2 (0.0-6.7) .88 
Stomach Burn 0.3  (0.0-5.0) 1.1  (0.0-4.6) .39 

Patient Completed Questionnaires    
Gastrointestinal Symptoms 
Module 

↓ 54.2 (33.1-68.5) 47.3 (38.5-71.2) .57 

Nausea Severity Scale ↑ 27.0 (19.7-29.2) 30.0 (20.0-32.0) .71 
Abdominal Pain Index ↑ 25.0 (12.5-33.0) 25.1 (15.0-30.0) .34 
Functional Disability Index ↑ 23.5 (11.7-35.0) 27.0 (9.0-34.0) .88 
Quality of Life ↓ 60.0 (45.0-74.5) 53.0 (47.0-63.0) .16 
Anxiety ↑ 58.3 (43.3-61.8) 54.8 (47.2-61.8) .58 
Depression ↑ 50.7 (43.5-65.1) 49.8 (37.7-62.6) .48 

BSGM Spectral Data     
Principal Gastric Frequency 
(cpm)a 

 
2.90 (2.84-2.99) 3.05 (2.95-3.13) .21 

BMI-Adj Amplitude (µV)b  26.6 (24.5-31.8) 40.4 (27.9-48.2) .06 
Gastric Alimetry Rhythm Index  .31 (.19-.36) .47 (.32-63) .13 
Fed to Fasted Amplitude Ratio  1.73 (1.49-1.86) 1.81 (1.31-2.35) .98 
↑↓ : Direction of severity for each questionnaire: acpm: cycles per minute; bµV: 
microvolts 
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Figure 2.  Average spectrogram, median BMI-Adjusted Amplitude (IQR shaded), and mean 
Symptom Burden (SD shaded) for (A) Healthy Controls and (B) FD and (C) Gastroparesis 
pa�ents. 
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Table 2.  Spectral data, total symptom burden, individual symptom scores, clinical 
symptoms, Quality of Life, Func�onal Disability, and Mental Wellbeing Ques�onnaire 
Outcomes by Phyotypes, BSGM Normal, BSGM Delayed and Low Stability/Low Amplitude   

 PHENOTYPES BSGM 
Normal v 
Delayed 
v LS/LA 

BSGM 
Normal 
v BSGM 
Delayed 

BSGM 
Normal 
v LS/LA 

BSGM 
Delayed 
v LS/LA VARIABLES 

(median (IQR)  

BSGM  
Normal BSGM Delayed LS/LAa 

N=10 N=8 N=7 P value P value P value P value 
BSGM METRICS          

PGF (cpm)b 3.00  
(2.86-3.05) 

2.96  
(2.89-3.17) 

2.84  
(2.62-3.05) .25 .89 .23 .21 

BMI-Adj  
Amplitude (µV)c 

34.6 
(30.0-45.7) 

39.05  
(26.7-49.4) 

19.8  
(17.1-29.5) 

.01 .88 .06 .006 

GA-RId 0.45  
(.31-.52) 

0.45 
 (.33-.57) 

0.19  
(.16-.19) 

.003 .63 <.001 <.001 

ff-ARe 1.65  
(1.19-3.36) 

1.84  
(1.21-2.12) 

1.56  
(1.21-2.12) 

.29 .94 .12 .16 

Meal Response 
 Ratio 

1.37  
(1.11-1.44) 

0.84  
(0.81-0.95) 

1.06  
(1.01-1.34) 

.004 .01 .48 .048 

SYMPTOMS        
Total Symptom  
Burden Score 

18.35  
(5.7-27.9) 

25.10  
(10.5-27.5) 

33.2  
(17.1-38.7) 

.08 .76 .055 .15 

Early Satiety  
4.5  

(2.5-6.0) 
3.0  

(.25-5.7) 
6.0  

(0.0-8.0) .72 .52 .35 .71 

Excessively Full 
0.9  

(.07-3.2) 
2.55  

(.25-5.7) 
3.30  

(1.3-7.5) .49 .48 .09 .57 

Bloating 
1.9  

(.37-2.8) 
1.45  

(0.0-3.4) 
4.00  

(.4-7.1) .43 .60 .04 .09 

Heartburn 0.3  
(.0-2.7) 

0.4  
(.02-2.7) 

0.3  
(0.0-4.1) 

.60 .65 .64 .90 

Nausea 1.4  
(.07-4.1) 

3.5  
(.15-6.9) 

5.5  
(4.8-9.1) 

.04 .38 .04 .26 

Upper Gut Pain 
1.35  

(0.0-5.2) 
2.05  

(0.0-6.2) 
4.9  

(1.6-5.7) 
.06 .11 .03 .16 

Stomach Burn 
0.0  

(0.0-3.7) 
0.75  

(0.0-5.3) 
0.0  

(.0-2.5) 
.69 .3 .92 .38 

SYMPTOMS, QUALITY OF LIFE, FUNCTIONAL DISABILITY AND PSYCHOMETRIC QUESTIONNAIRES 
Gastrointestinal 
Symptoms 

66.22  
(40.88-73.82) 

46.28  
(28.72-47.30) 

54.22  
(38.51-66.22) 

.33 .55 .88 .71 

Nausea Severity 
Scale 

15.0  
(2.2-25.7) 

25.5  
(14.3-30.5) 

29.5  
(20.0-32.0) .57 .44 .32 .81 

Abdominal Pain 
Index 

20.0  
(11.3-27.3) 

21.0  
(6.25-29.5) 

28.2  
(3.75-33.0) .06 .75 .06 .50 

Functional 
Disability Index 

12.5  
(3.0-24.0) 

18.5  
(2.3-36.8) 

21.5  
(8.7-26.5) .04 .087 .042 .73 

Quality of Life 63.5  
(45.3-85.7) 

59.5  
(50.7-75.5) 

57.5  
(46.3-76.3) 

.06 .09 .06 .72 

Anxiety 43.5  
(36.8-47.2) 

57.4  
(47.5-59.5) 

59.5  
(51.8-61.8) 

.03 .09 .03 .5 

Depression 
43.4  

(37.7-56.7) 
52.3  

(40.7-63.3) 
50.7  

(43.9-65.6) 
.56 .10 .33 .88 

aLS/LA: Low stability/Low amplitude; b PGF: Principal Gastric Frequency; cpm: cycles per minute; c µV: microvolts; d GA-RI: Gastric Alimetry 
Rhythm Index; eff-AR: fed to fasted Amplitude Ra�o.  
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Figure 3.  Figures A-C presents the average spectrograms, median BMI-adjusted amplitude 
curves (IQR shaded) indica�ng meal responses and mean Symptom Burden (SD shaded) over 
�me for (A) BSGM Normal, showing post-meal power increases, and a sustained frequency 
band, (B) BSGM Delayed showing a delay in meal response un�l 2-3 hours post-meal, 
indicated by amplitude increase, and (C) Low Stability/Low Amplitude showing a lack of 
stable ac�vity (illustrated by the yellow scater) with minimal amplitude change over �me.  
The Sankey Plot (D) illustrates the lack of rela�onship between Func�onal Dyspepsia and 
Gastroparesis pa�ents to BSGM Phenotypes.  
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eTable 1.  Pediatric Healthy Control and Patient Demographics   

 VARIABLES 
Healthy Controls Patients 

P value 
(N=31) (n=25) 

Demographics    
Sex (M (%)) 19 (61) 1 (4) <.001 
Age years (median (IQR) 14.7 (13-16) 16.1 (14-18) 0.02 
Ethnicity (N (%)    

White/European 22 (71) 20 (80) - 
Māoria 1 (3) - - 
Pacific/Hawaiian 2 (6.5) - - 
Black/African American 2 (6.5) 2 (8) - 
Hispanic/Latinx - 3 (12) - 
Chinese 2 (6.5) - - 
Other 2 (6.5) - - 

BMI Kg/m2 (mean (SD)) 21.1 (3.28) 21.2 (2.63) 0.2 
Diagnosis    

Gastroparesis - 15 - 
Functional Dyspepsia - 10 - 

EPSb  - 5 - 
PDSc - 5 - 

Quality      
% of Meal Completion  (median (IQR)  100 66.7 (40-100) <.001 
% Artifact (mean (SD) 24.4 (12.7) 23.9 (12.91) 0.6 
Impedance (median (IQR) 108.9 (67.4-124.2) 131.2 (91.3-178.7) 0.04 

aMāori: Indigenous population of New Zealand;  bEPS: Epigastric Pain Syndrome, cPDS: Post Prandial 
Distress Syndrome 
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eTable 2.  Total Symptom Burden and Individual Symptom Scores, and Clinical 
Symptoms, Quality of Life, Functional Disability, and Mental Wellbeing 
Questionnaire Outcomes for Healthy Controls and Patients  

  

  
Healthy Controls Patients 

P value VARIABLES  

(median (IQR) N=31  N=25  

Total Symptom Burden  1.2 (0.0-3.6) 16.4 (5.3-33.1) <.001 

In
di

vi
du

al
 S

ym
pt

om
s 

Early Satiety  1 (0.0-2.0) 4 (1.0-6.0) 0.04 

Excessively Full  0 (0.0 -.55) 2.55 (0.18-5.7) <.001 

Bloating  0 1.8 (0.0-3.95) <.001 

Heartburn  0 0.3 (0.0-2.45) <.001 

Nausea  0 2.3 (0.15-6.5) <.001 

Upper Gut Pain  0 2.8 (0.03-5.2) <.001 

Stomach Burn  0 1.2 (0.0-4.3) <.001 

Patient Completed Questionnaires      
Gastrointestinal Symptoms ↓ 89.8 (83.4-95.6) 53.72 (38.51-70.61) 0.02 
Nausea Severity Scale ↑ 0.0 (0.0-14.0) 20.4 (10.2-29.7) 0.003 
Abdominal Pain Index ↑ 0 23.0 (14.2-31.0) <.001 

Functional Disability Index ↑ 0.0 (0.0-1.0) 20.0 (9.0-30.25) <.001 

Quality of Life ↓ 97.0 (85.0-100) 57.0 (42.0-71.0) <.001 
Anxiety ↑ 38.0 (33.5-52.5) 53.6 (43.2-59.5) <.001 

Depression ↑ 43.8 (33.5-52.5) 50.9 (43.5-59.5) 0.32 

↑↓: indicates the direction of severity for each questionnaire 
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eTable 3.  Comparison between Pediatric and Adult Controls for average BMI-
adjusted amplitude, PGF, GA-RI, ff-AR and meal response ratio  

 BSGM Spectral Metrics  
Pediatric Controls   Adult Controls     

N=31  N=110 P value 

Average BMI-Adj Amplitude (mean (SD) 34.58 (8.8) 40.97 (17.4) 0.12 
Average PGFa  (mean (SD) 3.03 (.19) 3.04 (.20) 0.93 
Average GA-RIb (median (IQR) 0.35 (.22-.43) 0.50 (.39-.64) <.001 
Average ff-ARc (mean (SD) 2.24 (.78) 1.96 (.89) 0.02 

Meal Response Ratio (median (IQR) 1.44 (1.32-1.82) 1.10 (.94-1.38) <.001 
aPGF: Principal Gastric Frequency; bGA-RI: Gastric Alimetry Rhythm Index; cff-AR: fed to fasted 
Amplitude Ratio   

 

 

 

eTable 4.  Demographics and Test Quality for Patient Phenotypes    

Variables 
BSGM Normal 

(N=10)  
BSGM Delayed 

(N=8)  

Low Stability/  

P value Low Amplitude 

(N=7) 

Sex (M (%)) 0 (0) 1 (12) 0 (0) - 
Age years (median (IQR) 16.5 (12.7-19) 17 (16.25-18) 16 (14-18) 0.63 
BMI kg/m2 (mean (SD) 20.4 (1.3) 22.1 (2.9) 21.8 (2.0) 0.4 
% Meal Complete (median (IQR)  95 (65-100) 65 (42.5-100) 50 (40-90) 0.59 
% Artifact (mean (SD) 21.66 (11.1) 21.45 (13.7) 25.02 (12.3)  0.36 
Impedance (median (IQR) 116.95 (86.5-146.0) 105.25 (57.9-181-5) 136.7  (107.1-230.0) 0.26 
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eFigure 1.  BSGM phenotypes showing within-test individual symptom curves  
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